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FENTRESS v. STEELE & SONS. 
Jan. 13, 1910. 
[66 S. E. 870.] 

1. Evidence (§ 418*) — Parol Evidence — Modifying Contract — Parties. 

—Where a contract for the purchase of machinery was contained entirely 
in letters passing between plaintiff and defendant individually without 
reference to a brick company as the real purchaser or without any in- 
timation that plaintiff looked to any other than defendant for pay- 
ment, oral evidence was inadmissible in an action for the contract price 
that at a meeting with plaintiff's agent defendant explained that he 
was organizing a company for manufacturing brick, and wanted to ar- 
range to purchase machinery for the company, and that the company, 
when organized, would be the purchaser of the machinery. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Evidence, Cent. Dig. §? 1901-1911; 
Dec. Dig. § 418.* 10 Va.-VV. Va. Enc. Dig. 646, 650.] 

2. Evidence (§ 417*)— Parol Evidence— Complete Contract.— If a 
written agreement purports on its face to state the whole agreement, it 
is conclusively presumed that the parties included therein every ma- 
terial term, and parol evidence is not admissible to add another term, 
though the writing does not cover the term sought to be added. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Evidence, Cent. Dig. § 1882; Dec. 
Dig. § 417.* 10 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 646, 704.] 

3. Corporations (§ 30*)— Contracts of Promoters— Liability— Joint 
Liability. — Where defendant contracted individually to purchase cer- 
tain machinery from plaintiff, the fact that before the purchase was 
consummated defendant explained that the machinery was purchased 
for a corporation he was organizing, which would then be the debtor, 
would not discharge defendant from liability on the contract, but 
would only make the corporation subsequently organized jointly 
liable with him. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Corporations, Cent. Dig. § 99; 
Dec. Dig. § 30.* 3 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 532; 1 id. 269.] 

4. Sales (§ 52*) — Parties— Evidence.— In an action for the price of 
machinery, where defendant claimed that the real purchaser was a 
corporation, and attempted to show that plaintiffs did not in the first 
instance consider defendant their debtor, plaintiffs could show that 
pending negotiations for the sale of the machinery to defendant they 
inquired into his financial standing as tending to show that they re- 
lied on defendant's credit in making the sale. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Sales, Cent, Dig. § 126; Dec. Dig. 
§ 52.* 3 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 532; 1 id. 269.] 

5. Sales (§ 364*)— Action for Price— Misleading Instructions. — In 



*For other cases see same topic and section NUMBER in Dec. & 
Am. Digs. 1907 to date, & Reporter Indexes. 
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aa action for the price of machinery claimed to have been sold to 
defendant personally, where it appeared that after the sale plaintiffs 
took the notes of a corporation organized by defendant for the in- 
debtedness, but not with the intention of releasing defendant from 
liability, an instruction that certain letters, passing between plaintiffs 
and defendant before the sale, constituted a contract of sale binding 
the parties to its performance in accordance with the provisions of 
the letters, could not have misled the jury to defendant's prejudice; 
the letters in fact constituting the contract. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Sales, Cent. Dig. § 1068; Dec. Dig. 
§ 364.* See note 3 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 532; 1 id. 269.] 

Error to Circuit Court of City of Norfolk. 

Action by Steele & Sons against R. B. Fentress. Judgment 
for plaintiffs, and defendant brings error. Affirmed. 

The oral testimony excluded as to the interview between de- 
fendant and the plaintiffs' representative on August 18, 1906, 
was that defendant explained to plaintiffs' agent that he was pre- 
paring to organize a company to manufacture brick, and wished 
to arrange to purchase machinery in order ndt to lose time, and 
stated thai, as soon as the corporation was organized, it would be 
the debtor and plaintiffs should look to it for payment, as de- 
fendant was simply arranging for its purchase. 

Jeffries, Wolcott, Wolcott & Lankford, for plaintiff in error. 
Hugh W . Davis and E. R. F. Wells, for defendants in error. 



BRADLEY v. CITY OF RICHMOND. 

Jan. 13, 1910. Rehearing Denied. 

[66 S. E. 872.] 

1. Licenses (§ 9*) — Imposition— Validity. — Where an ordinance im- 
posing a license tax was published in a daily newspaper the required 
number of times, and a person subject to the tax appeared before the 
finance committee of the council and asked' for an abatement of the 
tax, he could not complain of the ordinance en the ground that the 
council did not designate the newspaper. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Licenses, Dec. Dig. § 9.* 10 Va.- 
W. Va. Enc. Dig. 608.] 

2. Licenses (§ 7*) — Validity. — The imposition of a license tax by a 
city on private bankers is not in conflict with Const. 1902, § 170 
(Code 1904, p. eclxii), providing for the imposition of license, taxes 
on any business that cannot be reached by the ad valorem system. 

[Ed. Note. — For other cases, see Licenses, Dec. Dig. § 7.* 9 Va.- 
W. Va. Enc. Dig. 310.] 



*For other cases see same topic and section NUMBER in Dec. & 
Am. Digs. 1907 to date, & Reporter Indexes. 



